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2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Expected TECC Increases, $70,000 Nominal Salary
Oregon PERS Valuation assumptions for health and pension increases







































































































































































































































































































































































































2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Salary 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5%
Health Insurance 6.0% 5.4% 5.3% 5.4% 5.4%
Pension and Retiree Medical 14.8% 3.5% 15.5% 3.5% 14.3%
PTO 6.1% 3.8% 6.4% 3.8% 6.3%



















































































































































SLGRP 17.45% 27.75% 10.30% 59.0%
School Districts 20.00% 31.63% 11.63% 58.2%






SLGRP 16.31% 19.40% 3.09% 18.9%
School Districts 20.00% 24.15% 4.15% 20.8%






SLGRP 10.52% 13.88% 3.36% 31.9%
School Districts 9.38% 13.89% 4.51% 48.1%













































































































































1987 9 12.57% 9.00%
1988 16.86 12.92% 12.86%
1989 19.74 13.43% 15.11%
1990 ‐1.53 12.29% 10.70%
1991 22.45 12.94% 12.96%
1992 6.94 12.55% 11.93%
1993 15.04 12.70% 12.37%
1994 2.16 12.09% 11.04%
1995 20.78 12.53% 12.08%
1996 24.42 13.09% 13.26%
1997 20.42 13.43% 13.89% 20.42%
1998 15.43 13.52% 14.02% 17.90%
1999 24.89 14.00% 14.82% 20.18%
2000 0.63 13.40% 13.74% 14.97%
2001 ‐7.17 12.50% 12.21% 10.15%
2002 ‐8.93 11.59% 10.76% 6.71%
2003 23.79 12.02% 11.49% 9.00%
2004 13.8 12.08% 11.61% 9.59%
2005 13.04 12.11% 11.69% 9.97%
2006 15.57 12.23% 11.88% 10.52%
2007 10.22 12.16% 11.80% 10.49% 10.22%
2008 ‐27.18 10.66% 9.64% 6.72% ‐10.41%
2009 19.12 10.91% 10.04% 7.62% ‐1.49%
2010 12.44 10.95% 10.14% 7.96% 1.82%
2011 2.21 10.69% 9.81% 7.57% 1.90%
2012 14.29 10.79% 9.98% 7.97% 3.87%
2013 15.76 10.92% 10.19% 8.42% 5.49%
2014 7.29 10.82% 10.08% 8.35% 5.71%
2015 2.21 10.59% 9.80% 8.02% 5.32%






































































































Payroll Growth (Salary only) 3.50% 3.50% 3.50% 3.50% 3.50%
Health Insurance Increases 6.00% 5.40% 5.30% 5.40% 5.40%
POB Percentage Increase 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%













































2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Payroll (Salary only) 70,000$                72,450$                74,986$                77,610$                80,327$                83,138$               
Health Insurance 17,000                   18,020                   18,993                   20,000                   21,080                   22,218                  
Pension and Retiree Medical 21,777                   24,995                   25,870                   29,880                   30,926                   35,334                  
PTO 14,188                   15,061                   15,632                   16,629                   17,261                   18,351                  
TECC Cost 122,965$              130,526$              135,481$              144,119$              149,593$              159,041$             
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Payroll (Salary only) n/a 2,450$                   2,536$                   2,625$                   2,716$                   2,811$                  
Health Insurance n/a 1,020                     973                         1,007                     1,080                     1,138                    
Pension and Retiree Medical n/a 3,218                     875                         4,010                     1,046                     4,408                    
PTO n/a 872                         572                         997                         632                         1,090                    
TECC Cost n/a 7,561$                   4,955$                   8,638$                   5,474$                   9,448$                  
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Payroll (Salary only) n/a 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5%
Health Insurance n/a 6.0% 5.4% 5.3% 5.4% 5.4%
Pension and Retiree Medical n/a 14.8% 3.5% 15.5% 3.5% 14.3%
PTO n/a 6.1% 3.8% 6.4% 3.8% 6.3%
TECC Cost n/a 6.1% 3.8% 6.4% 3.8% 6.3%
TECC Cost Cummulative Increase n/a 6.1% 10.2% 17.2% 21.7% 29.3%
TECC Inc. as a % of Prev. Year's Salary n/a 10.8% 6.8% 11.5% 7.1% 11.8%



































2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
TECC Cost of 1,000 Jobs 122,965,304$      130,525,935$      135,481,381$      144,119,030$      149,592,755$      159,040,542$     
3.00% Rev. Inc. Assoc. w/ Same Jobs 122,965,304$      126,654,263$      130,453,891$      134,367,508$      138,398,533$      142,550,489$     
Difference in $ ‐$                       (3,871,671)$         (5,027,489)$         (9,751,522)$         (11,194,222)$      (16,490,053)$     
Funded Jobs Reduced n/a (29.66)                   (37.11)                   (67.66)                   (74.83)                   (103.68)                
% of Jobs ReducedThe  n/a ‐3.0% ‐3.7% ‐6.8% ‐7.5% ‐10.4%
Practical Example ‐ Implication
2016
Cost % Increase Cost % Increase Cost % Increase Cost % Increase Cost % Increase Cost
Payroll (Salary Only) 70,000$       3.5% 72,450$       3.5% 74,986$       3.5% 77,610$       3.5% 80,327$       3.5% 83,138$      
Health Insurance 17,000         6.0% 18,020         5.4% 18,993         5.3% 20,000         5.4% 21,080         5.4% 22,218        
Pension and Retiree Medical 21,777         14.8% 24,995         3.5% 25,870         15.5% 29,880         3.5% 30,926         14.3% 35,334        
PTO (30 days off) 14,188$       6.1% 15,061$       3.8% 15,632$       6.4% 16,629$       3.8% 17,261$       6.3% 18,351$      
TECC Cost 122,965$    6.1% 130,526$    3.8% 135,481$    6.4% 144,119$    3.8% 149,593$    6.3% 159,041$   
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
% pnt Inc. = percentage point increase % pnt Inc. % pnt Inc. % pnt Inc. % pnt Inc. % pnt Inc.
FICA and PERS Pickup 13.65% 13.65% 13.65% 13.65% 13.65% 13.65%
Pension Obligation Bonds 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
PERS Rate 17.46% 3.39% 20.85% 0.00% 20.85% 4.00% 24.85% 0.00% 24.85% 4.00% 28.85%
Total Pension and Retiree Medical 31.11% 34.50% 34.50% 38.50% 38.50% 42.50%
Compounding Periods for CAGR 1                    2                    3                    4                    5                   
Annual Hours 2,080           2,080           2,080           2,080           2,080           2,080          
Paid Time Off Hours 240               240               240               240               240               240              
Hours worked 1,840           1,840           1,840           1,840           1,840           1,840          
Hourly Cash Compensation 59.12$         62.75$         65.14$         69.29$         71.92$         76.46$        




















































































































































































































































































Present Value of Retirement Benefit for a General Service Employee (Accountant)
By Employer and Employee Funded Portions




Calculated as a standard benefit - one lifetime - from retirement with expected death at 85 and a final average salary based on a final annual wage
of $66,000 deflated at the actuarial assumption for wage inflation for each system (3.75% Washington, Oregon, Idaho and 4% Seattle) for the FAS
period for the subject plan (3 years Oregon, 5 Years Idaho, 42 months Washington, 24 months Seattle, and 12 months Portland FPDR). "Now" is for
a member retiring in 2013, "Future" is for an employee that started working in 2013.  Uses 30 years working life for general service employee, 25
years for Police or State Trooper employee with retirement at youngest unreduced date.  Oregon "Money Match" annuitized at 8%, Seattle "2 X
Match" annuitized at 7.75%.  Present value calcuated with a 4.00% discount rate.  For Social Security assumed a 4% COLA based on the experi-
ence since 1975.  Also assumed Now retirees received Social Security at 65 and Future retirees received Social Security at 67.  Present value of
























Jurisdiction Employer Employee Total % Employer % Employee
Idaho & Boise 651,794$           464,505$           1,116,299$       58% 42%
Oregon and Portland Formula 906,519$           169,723$           1,076,242$       84% 16%
Oregon & Portland Money Match 1,506,550$       169,723$           1,676,273$       90% 10%
Seattle Formula 623,413$           521,783$           1,145,196$       54% 46%
Seattle Money Match 578,439$           552,977$           1,131,416$       51% 49%
Washington 622,619$           440,889$           1,063,508$       59% 41%
Average of Washington and Idaho 619,066$           495,039$           1,114,105$       56% 44%
Oregon MM as % of WA and ID 150% 162% 23%
Jurisdiction Employer Employee Total % Employer % Employee
Idaho & Boise 621,781$           434,892$           1,056,673$       59% 41%
Oregon and Portland OPSRP 967,922$           141,973$           1,109,895$       87% 13%
Seattle Formula 595,375$           494,746$           1,090,121$       55% 45%
Seattle Money Match 551,401$           525,940$           1,077,341$       51% 49%
Washington 495,238$           370,737$           865,975$           57% 43%
Average of Washington and Idaho 565,949$           456,579$           1,022,528$       55% 45%
























Portland21  General Fund  2016‐17 – 2020‐21  1.5% 
Salem22  General Fund  2016‐17 – 2019‐20  2.47% 
Eugene23  Total Revenue  2016‐17 – 2020‐21  2.66% 
Hillsboro24  Total Revenue  2016‐17 – 2020‐21  4.82% 
Beaverton25  General Fund  N/A  2 to 4% 
Bend26  Total Revenue  2016‐17 – 2018‐19  4% 
Corvallis27 
General Fund (Non‐
Dedicated 
Reoccurring) 
2016‐17 – 2020‐21  1.95% 
 
 
 
                                                     
21 City of Portland, Oregon. Adopted Budget City of Portland, Oregon Fiscal Year 2016‐17 Volume One. Page 52. Retrieved Feb. 2, 
2017, from https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/583311 
22 City of Salem, Oregon. Five Year Forecast Fiscal Years 2015‐16 through 2019‐20. Page 15. Retrieved Feb. 2, 2017, from 
http://www.cityofsalem.net/Departments/Budget/Forecast/Five%20Year%20Forecast%20FY%202015‐16%20through%202019‐
20.pdf  
23 City of Eugene, Oregon. FY17 Adopted Budget. Page 14. Retrieved Feb. 2, 2017, from https://www.eugene‐or.gov/1623/Budget‐
Documents 
24 City of Hillsboro, Oregon. Adopted Budget 2016‐17. Page 29. Retrieved Feb. 2, 2017, from http://www.hillsboro‐
oregon.gov/home/showdocument?id=10105 
25 City of Beaverton, Oregon. Adopted General Fund Revenues FY 2016‐17 by Major Categories. Page 106. Retrieved Feb. 2, 2017, 
from http://www.beavertonoregon.gov/DocumentCenter/View/16066 
26 City of Bend, Oregon. Review of Financial Projections, Fiscal Policies and Debt Capacity and Affordability. Page 3. Retrieved Feb. 2, 
2017, from http://bend.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=314&meta_id=8599 
27 City of Corvallis, Oregon. 2016‐17 Adopted Budget. Page 50. Retrieved Feb. 2, 2017, from 
http://archives.corvallisoregon.gov/public/0/edoc/792304/FY16‐17‐Adopted‐Budget‐Document.pdf 
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7. Annual State and Local Government Employment 
The figures used to calculate the total number of State and Local government employees per 1,000 
Oregonians were obtained from a spreadsheet produced by the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis.28 The 
data provided included total number of state and local employees, and total population for years 1991 
through to 2018 projections. To calculate the number of employees per thousand, we dicided the total 
population by 1,000 and then decided that number by the total number of employees. The number of 
employees during this time period ranged from 66.56 to 72.96 employees per thousand. 
 
 
 
 
                                                     
28 Office of Economic Analysis. (n.d.) “Historical Annual and quarterly data tables, 1990‐2026 (xls): Other Indicators.” Economic and 
Revenue Forecasts. Retrieved Feb. 9, 2017 from: http://www.oregon.gov/das/OEA/Pages/forecastecorev.aspx 
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Appendix B 
The “Total Employer Cost of Compensation” (TECC) Software‐Enabled 
Benchmarking Tool 
Some General Findings and Key Trends 
(February 2017)  
 
The projected rise in “Total Employer Cost of Compensation,” or TECC costs for the next 5 years is 
grounded in key findings that have emerged from the work that PSU’s Center for Public Service has done 
since 2012 to identify and calculate these costs using a common yardstick.  
In September 2012, CPS issued a report – “Total Employer Cost of Compensation Study (Phase 2.0)” – that 
extensively documented TECC costs obtained from 10 participating counties, 11 cities, and the state of 
Oregon’s Department of Administrative Services. The team was led by Bob Winthrop – a CPS Senior Fellow 
with more than 20 years’ experience in finance and budget analysis – and drew on the expertise and advice 
of faculty, graduate students, and local government managers.  
https://www.pdx.edu/cps/sites/www.pdx.edu.cps/files/Phase_2.0_Report_09.19.10am_finalreport.pdf 
In response to the report, local government participants encouraged CPS to follow up on the work in two 
major ways. First, to software‐enable the data collection process, to make it far easier to obtain and 
validate key data; second, to develop a “job matching” approach that would better allow jurisdictions to 
compare TECC costs for comparable jobs, regardless of individual job titles.  
In 2013, CPS was able to obtain funding through the state’s University Venture Development Fund (UVDF) 
program to build a software‐enabled, web‐based tool to collect and analyze TECC data. Working in 
partnership with the Local Government Personnel Institute (LGPI), the team also developed a framework 
that allows particular jobs – regardless of job title – to be deemed “comparable” based on minimum 
requirements, key characteristics, and job duties. 
In June 2016, CPS had collected enough self‐reported data from among its 30 subscribers to produce its first 
comprehensive “TECC Comparable Report,” which under terms of its software licensing agreement, is 
shared among TECC subscribers. An anonymized summary of this work was also developed, and posted on 
the TECC website.  
http://tecc.research.pdx.edu/?q=sample‐comparable‐report‐2016‐pdf 
Below is a brief discussion of some of the key takeaways of the Center’s TECC work to date.  
Key Finding #1: Overall TECC costs are close to matching base salary costs for many 
jobs 
For jobs that carry “mid‐range” base salaries of $40,000 to $60,000, total TECC costs are now typically 190‐
200% of salary, once all the key components are captured and calculated (e.g. FICA taxes; PERS costs; 
employer‐paid health care; paid time‐off, other insurance; and overtime and specialty pay). 
Higher paying jobs – e.g., the $70,000 salary used in our model – will have TECC costs that are lower than a 
percent of base salary. This is attributable to the fact that health insurance costs tend to be the same, 
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regardless of the level of pay for a particular job. Even so, TECC costs for jobs in this range were on average 
165% of salary.29 
Key Finding #2: Wide Variance Exists between Jurisdictions in TECC Costs.  
The costs of some key TECC components – e.g., employer paid health insurance and paid time off – vary 
widely, jurisdiction to jurisdiction, for the same “matched jobs,” with similar duties. Here are just a few 
examples that are illustrated in the summary report: 
TECC related health care costs (for patrol officers at the 10‐year tenure level – aka police, sheriff’s deputies, 
etc. – ranged from a low of $11,195 to a high of $23,318.  
The calculated value of Paid Time Off” – which includes paid holidays and vacations (but not sick leave) – 
also varies widely, from a low of $8,603 to a high of $20,074 among those TECC subscribers that matched a 
job to the 10‐year tenure level for a standard “patrol officer” position.  
For accounting positions, these costs ranged from a low of $6,907 to $13,017. 
TECC Costs for the 10‐year Accounting position with respect to Retirement benefits – including Social 
Security, PERS employer contributions, and any “employee pick” up by the employer – ranged from a low 
of $6,194 to a high of $13,306 
The highest TECC cost for a job was $279,925 for a General Manager Employee; the lowest TECC cost was 
$45,567 for a Tax Clerk.  
While all jurisdictions provided employer‐paid health insurance, many provided additional types of health‐
related benefits. Nine jurisdictions provided an employer‐financed VEBA, while 3 provided a Health 
Retirement Account (HRA), and 4 provided a Health Savings Account (Has). 
The percentage of Salary accrued for Retirement was highest at the 30‐year level at 35.62% of salary. The 
lowest was for entry level employees at 12.33% of salary.  
Key Finding #3: Year over Year Trends in TECC costs:  
During the three fiscal years for which TECC data has now been collected and validated – 2013‐14 to 2015‐
16 – PERS costs have remained relatively stable. This helped many jurisdictions keep the rise in their year‐
over‐year TECC costs – for a given position, at a particular tenure level – within a range of 2‐3%. However, 
some positions experienced increases of 4‐5% in annual TECC costs, mostly due to rises in non‐salary TECC 
costs such as health care and paid time off.  
Because the TECC software tool is based on archetypical jobs – that is, the same job title, at key tenure 
levels – it does not capture overall rises in all salary costs, since many jurisdictions’ employees are also 
“moving up” through salary schedules to receive additional pay due to seniority. (PERS estimates those 
overall increases – at 3.5% annually, before adding any increases in PERS, employer paid health insurance, 
or other non‐salary components of TECC.  
                                                     
29 This and other data can be found by accessing the “Sample Spring 2016 Comparable Report” at 
http://tecc.research.pdx.edu/?q=sample‐comparable‐report‐2016‐pdf 
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